
Collectivity, Collective plural and Collective nouns in Macedonian 

Elena Petroska  
 

Univerzitet “Sv. Kiril i Metodija” Skopje, Macedonia and Indiana University  
SLS 2006, Bloomington, IN 

elenapol@ukim.edu.mk;  epetrosk@indiana.edu;  
 

Collectivity can be described by the following semantic features: plurality and 

wholeness, an entity with plural characteristics interpreted as a whole, emphasizing the 

common feature of all the elements comprising it. (Тополињска 1974:47). Collectivity 

functions based on the mutual influence of the plurality and singularity according to the 

features componentionality and wholeness. (KKEЯ, 1990). Collectivity is a secondary 

function of plurality in Indo-European languages (cf. Kuryłowicz 1964)1.  The so-called 

collective function of plural formerly was signaled by the singular agreement of the 

verb2, and today, in modern European languages collectivity is connected with singular 

form and agreement (Fiedler 1984: 263). Concerning Slavic languages collectivity is 

usually connected with the so-called collectives, collective nouns, and not with the 

plural3. All Slavic languages distinguish two types of collectivity: (A) a whole constituted 

of the elements themselves and (B) not only a whole constituted of the elements, but also 

some information about the order of the elements or some other information that is not a 

characteristic of the elements themselves (sp. Topolińska 1981: 72) . The (A) collectivity 

characterizes the so-called collective plural in Macedonian, and the collectivity (B) the 

so-called collective nouns. 

 

1. Collective plural forms in Macedonian 

 In Macedonian grammars (Конески 1956 [1996]) collectivity is presented as a 

semantic category that gramaticalises its meaning in the collective plural forms4. The use 

of thеsе forms is prescribed as plural agreement. Three endings are treated as collective 

                                                           
1However, the conceptualization of the plurality started with matching the elements by contact and 
similarity, and than by matching the elements by similarity only. As a first stage of conceptualization there 
was the elliptic plural, after that the collective plural and finally the “mathematical” plural.     
2 There was a plural ending and a singular rection for the collective plurality, and a plural rection for the 
distributive plurality. That new type of collectives spread with the neuter gender substantives (Kuryłowicz 
1964: 206). 
3 Cf. Vaillant 1958. 
4More details about the collectivity and the collective plural are in Koneski’s Grammar in Petroska (1999). 
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in Macedonian: –je; -ja –i{ta : masculine nouns –je; -ja; b) feminine nouns only –je 

and c) neuter nouns –je and –ja. But, there are examples with –i{ta as a regular plural 

ending (pati{ta, and the only plural ending); and examples of neuter nouns on –ja 

present a differentiation in meaning (drvja – only ‘trees’, but the regular plural form 

drva –also ‘trees’ and ‘wood’). This differentiation in meaning makes the regular plural 

forms and collective plural forms to not have a clear differentiation5. 

I will argue that the existence of the so-called collective plural in Macedonian 

does not present a grammaticalized category. Having a collective plural as a 

grammaticalized category should mean that: (1) there is an open derivation for collective 

plural forms, and (2) those forms have plural agreement and those forms should not be 

quantified by numerals6. There is no open derivation in Macedonian, there is only a 

definite list of nouns that take the so-called collective plural endings and they present two 

different situations: (1) they keep the collective meaning and (2) they lose that meaning 

and behave as regular plural forms.   

  

 There are examples of the so-called collective plural forms that do not have plural 

agreement7 and these forms must be treated differently depending on the ending–je, -ja 

and –i{te. I will explain the present use of these forms in contemporary Macedonian: 

singular agreement for the –je collectives (masculine and neuter nouns) and –ja and –

i{ta plural forms that are not collective.  

 

 The –je collectives can not be treated as plural forms. These are singular forms 

that have meaning of plurality and therefore are characterized as collective. So, -je should 

be considered as a collective suffix that impacts a collective meaning and should be 

treated sweparately from –ja. I want to prove this because it is not a part of the prescribed 

norm8 of the language. I tested these forms as plural or singular by using the following 

                                                           
5This neuter gender nouns show less difference between the collective and regular plural compared to the 
masculine nouns (cf. Конески 1956 [1996]: 259). 
6 This criterion was presented by Topolińska (1981: 72). 
7There is more information about the use of the collective plural forms on –je according to the “norm”, and 
that is plural agreement, in Korubin 1981 [1990], Minova-Gjurkova (1985/86; 1993 and 1994). For the 
use of the collective plural forms as singular forms in practise cf. Cvetkovski (1993: 219). 
8 Korubin (1981 [1990]: 95) emphasizes that the singular agreement destroys the system and the “norm” 
of the Macedonian language.”  
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quantifiers: the collective quantifier siot/seta/seto that excludes the combinations 

with plural nouns denoting discrete elements of the set and emphasizes the wholeness or 

celiot/celata/celoto and; the distributive quantifier site that excludes the 

combination with singular nouns and emphasizes the individual discrete elements of the 

set that are also marked by ‘totality’.  

 

1.1. The so-called collective plural with –je in Macedonian is collective 

singular (singular agreement – collective meaning):  

Examples (1), (2), and (3) with singular agreement and (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

(11) (12) prove that –je forms are collective singular9 and should not be called collective 

plural in Macedonian.  

From the so-called collective plural forms, only the collective singular on –je has 

collective meaning and that meaning brings these forms close to the meaning of the other 

collective nouns in Macedonian. 

 
(1) Drvjeto be{e vla`no.; Drvjeto se isu{ilo. 
     tree-Cpl- the was   wet         tree-Cpl-the   dried-sg 
 
(2) Trweto mnogu bocka.; Trweto raste nasekade. 
     thorn-Cpl-the a lot  stings  thorn-Cpl-the grows everywhere 
 
(3) Lisjeto e ve}e po`olteno.; Lisjeto pa|a. 
    leaf-Cpl-the is already yellow        leaf-Cpl-the falls 
 
(4) *Site lisje se ve}e po`olteni.   
          All-D    leaf Cpl are already yellow                            

   
 
(5) *Se isu{ija site korewe.    
  dried-pl         all-D        root Cpl   
 
(6) *Site drvje vo gorata izgorea.   

All-D    tree-Cpl  in mountain-the burnt-pl              
 
(7) *Site krilje im bea potkastreni.  
           All-D   wing-Cpl  them were  trimmed             
 

                                                           
9This forms on -je with collective meaning (set as a whole), are collective singular forms, and are used and 
exist in contemporary Macedonian and have a “poetic nuance”. 
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(8) Seto lisje e ve}e po`olteno.  
         All-C    leaf-Cpl  is already yellow 
 
(9) Se isu{i seto trwe. 
       dried-sg      all-C    thorn Cpl 
 
(10) Se isu{i seto korewe.          
        dried-sg         all-C     root Cpl 
 
(11) Seto drvje vo gorata izgore.  
        All-C  tree-Cpl  in  mountain-the burnt-sg 
 
(12) Seto krilje im e izvalkano.  
            All-C wing-Cpl them is  dirty 

 

1. 2. The so-called collective plural with –ja is a plural, but does not have 

collective meaning10 (plural agreement – distributive meaning): 

 Example (13) with a numeral presents this form as a plural: 

 (13) ...nalikuvaa na dve ogromni pti~ji krilja.  

 looked like    two    big           bird       wing-Cpl  

Examples (14) to (24) with site as a distributive quantifier present these forms 

as a plural:   

(14) Grankata pu{tila nekolku korewa.  

         brench-the  sprouted    several   root-Cpl          

(15) Site lisja se ve}e po`olteni.   

          All-D    leaf Cpl are already yellow                            

(16) Se isu{ja site trwa.    

          dried-pl      all-D    thorn Cpl               

(17) Se isu{ija site korewa.    

      dried-pl         all-D        root Cpl              

(18) Site drvja vo gorata izgorea.   

         All-D    tree-Cpl  in mountain-the burnt-pl                   

(19) Site krilja im bea potkastreni.  

           All-D   wing-Cpl  them were  trimmed             

(20) *Seto lisja e ve}e po`olteno. 

            All-C    leaf-Cpl  is already yellow 

                                                           
10 The nouns not having regular plural ending use –ja for making regular plural (kamewa ‘stones’). 
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(21) *Se isu{i seto trwa. 

          dried-sg      all-C    thorn Cpl 

(22) *Se isu{i seto korewa. 

            dried-sg         all-C     root Cpl 

(23) *Seto drvja vo gorata izgore. 

         All-C  tree-Cpl  in  mountain-the burnt-sg 

(24) *Seto krilja im e potkastreno.  

         All-C wing-Cpl them is  trimmed 

The –ja lost its collective meaning and is a variant of the regular plural ending 

(so, lisja is a plural variant of the list1 ’leaf’ and listovi is the only plural form for 

list2 ‘piece of paper’)11.  

  

Slavic languages distinguish collective singular and collective plural according to 

Stankiewicz (1983: 280). The collective singular gives information about the whole, not 

about its elements.  This fits perfectly for Macedonian forms on –je lisje, drvje, snopje, 

klasje, `arje, dabje, korewe, trevje to be qualified as collective singular. 

Emphasizing the continuity of the elements makes the collective singular nouns close to 

the mass nouns, but it does not make them mass nouns (the continuity does not make the 

elements nondiscrete – the elements are presented as a whole of discrete elements). The 

collective plural presents the discrete and countable components of the whole and refers 

to personal and animate nouns that denote kinship, ethnic origin etc. According to 

Stankiewicz (1983) these nouns also have a relevant distinction between collective plural 

and collective singular where the difference is syntactic, for example12   gospoda se nije 

mešala s narodom (collective singular) and gospoda se jesu zavadila (collective plural). 

Collective nouns with plural agreement can be qualified as collective plural13. If we 

compare this with the so-called collective plural forms on –ja and -i{ta, that are used 

as plural and can have a distributive quantifier site and a numeral quantifier, it is clear 

                                                           
11 If the collective plural forms are switched in use with the regular plural forms, there is no difference in 
the meaning of the plural.  
12 The example is from Stankiewicz (1983:280). 
13 The collective plural are examples with a collective noun and a plural agreement, as the Macedonian 
example Celo selo kje izlezat da te precekaat (Koneski, B. 1956 [1996].). These examples give 
information that ‘everyone in the village will get out’, and the collective meaning is presented as 
distributive. 
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that these forms are not collective plural forms, but variants of the simple plural. 

Macedonian so-called collective plural forms and Croatian examples14 like pilad, jagnjad 

are usually considered as collective plural in Slavic languages. But, the so-called 

collective plural forms in Contemporary Macedonian on –je (lisje, drvje) present a 

tendency to be treated as collective singular, as the Croatian examples do, with a 

preference to be used with singular agreement Telad je pobjegla compared to plural 

Telad su pobjegla (Pranjković 1993: 21). We can come to the conclusion that the general 

tendency is to connect the collectivity with the singular agreement, meaning that from the 

stage of having two possibilities presenting collectivity, the collective plural and 

collective singular, the collective plural is a transitional stage that leads to collective 

singular (and collective nouns), or it leads to losing the collective meaning and becomes a 

regular plural form.  

   

2. Collective nouns – collectivizers: 

The (B) collectivity refers to collective nouns. There are three major groups15: a) 

collective nouns that emphasizes the features of the elements and do not have numeral 

quantification (*pet mladini, *tri `ivini, *pet naselenija); b) collective nouns 

that emphasize the features of the whole and do have numeral quantification (pet 

orkestri, tri parlamenta, dve komisii) and c) collective nouns that emphasize 

the collectivity itself and also have no restriction for numeral quantification.  

  

 These collective nouns can also be treated as secondary measure units and present 

names of more or less organized sets, while the name itself incorporates some contents 

that selects the possible elements of the set (stado - `ivotni, herd - animals not 

ptici birds etc.). This secondary units make the separate elements be seen as 

organized, natural or an intended set. That is why it would be best to call them 

collectivizers (колективизатори, Тополињска 1997:189). They collectivize the set that 

consists of individual elements, making it a collective, a set seen as a whole.  

                                                           
14 As in Stankiewicz (1983: 279). 
15 According to Topolińska (1981: 75-77), there are four types, the first three will be mentioned here 
presented by Macedonian examples, and the fourth one brings collectivity close to the concept of mass 
nouns and is understood here as mass nouns (for example grav ‘beans’). 
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 The use of these nouns is especially interesting in Macedonian, because they form 

noun phrases where it is not clear which noun is the head of the noun phrase (grupa 

lu|e; stado ovci; ~eta vojnici) compared to the Slavic languages with 

morphologically marked cases where it is known on the phrase level which noun is the 

head: grupa qudi; ~eta vojnika; stado ovaca (Serbian); grupa łudzi; oddział 

żołnierzy; stado kòz (Polish). In Macedonian these collectives sometimes can be used as 

heads where the wholeness of the set is emphasized, the collectivity of the noun phrase: 

grupa od novinari, tolpa od lu|e, jato od ribi where the preposition od marks 

the other noun as non-head and even in examples where the collectivisation is secondary 

stado od dvaeset ovci. In the languages with morphological cases the collective 

nouns are always the head of the phrase, as in the languages where the case has to be 

marked by a preposition a group of people, a herd of cows. But in Macedonian, the most 

common use is the noun phrase without a preposition and the singular or plural 

agreement on the sentence level gives information which noun is the head of the noun 

phrase.  

 There are two types of reference: A. noun phrases with a collectivizer as a head 

have singular agreement and their reference is intentional, they refer to the set as a whole, 

and B. noun phrases with colectivisers as non-heads and their reference is extensional, 

they refer to individual members of the set (Allan 1976: 107). The intentional reference 

corresponds to collectivity and extensional to distributivity. 

 

 The singular form of the collectivizer and the plural agreement seem to be in 

contradiction, but, the examples of connecting the text through anaphorization of the 

collective noun (explicit or implicit) with anaphoric pronouns in plural presents the 

possible distributivisation of the collective meaning. We have double anaphorisation 

here: 1. the collective noun behaves as an anaphoric pronoun and 2. the collective noun 

has been anaphorised (pronominalised) (Topolińska 1976: 57 and Feleszko 1980: 58). It 

is the same process as pronominalisation, the only difference is the fact that the anaphora 

is not a pronoun, it is a collective noun.   

 The examples show a connection of the parts in the text that have the first and the 

third noun phrase, without presenting on the surface the direct (second) phrase (the 
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members of the group: the people, the basketball players etc.). There is a collision 

between the anaphorised phrase (grupata; timot) and the anaphoric phrase, explicit 

and implicit (tie or –at) with the category of number.  This is in collision with the 

principle for agreement of all the categories with the starting phrase, which is obligatory 

for anaphorizationa. Ex.: 

(25) Se vtr~a po patot vo presret na grupata, {to nabli`uva{e. Brgu se  

          ran-3sg on road-the in meeteing of group-the  which was coming closer Quickly 

zdru`i so niv.            

joined-3sg with them 

‘He ran on the road to meet the group that was coming closer. He joined them quickly’ 

  1. grupata =grupata lu|e   (the group = the group of people) 

  2. lu|eto od grupata=niv (the people of the group=them) 

 

(26) Britanskata ekipa e celosno opremena. Doa|aat vo Makedonija so 

  the British team     is completely equiped    coming-they in Macedonia with 

najsovremena oprema.   

most contemporary equipement 

‘The British team is completely equipment They are coming to Macedonia with the latest 

equipment.’ 

  1. ekipata=ekipata stru~waci (the team=the team of experts) 

  2. stru~wacite od ekipata=tie (the experts of the team=they) 

 

These previous examples can help in explaining why the constructions or noun 

phrases like grupa deca in Macedonian can have singular or plural agreement. This 

possibility of double agreement gives collective or distributive interpretation of the noun 

phrase. The reason for this double possibility is connected to the noun phrase itself not 

having the completely clear form (it doesn’t present which noun is a head of the 

phrase)16.  

                                                           
16 This double potential agreement is mentioned by Koneski (1956 [1996]: 222) with the examples: edna 
grupa partizani se gotve{e da trgne za Ki~evo i eden roj misli mi vrvea niz glava. In 
Minova-Gjurkova’a Sintax of  Macedonian Standard Language (2000: 198) she reccomends a plural 
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The singular agreement presents collective meaning and the plural agreement 

distributive meaning. 

 

2.1. Collective meaning of the noun phrases with collectivisers and the 

singular agreement:   

  

 There is singular agreement in different word orders and in cases with and 

without the collective noun being marked as definite. Here are examples of this type of 

noun phrases with the singular agreement.  

2.1.1.Noun phrases are definite and the definiteness is always marked by the collective 

noun. 

2.1.1.1. - as a subject in the sentence: the subject being in a position after the verb (dojde 

taa pogolema grupa gosti) and in a position before the verb (tolpata selani se 

zamava);  

(27) Koga dojde taa pogolema grupa gosti, ...  
      when came-sg that   bigger      group  guests 
     ‘When that bigger group of guests came...’ 

 
(28) Tolpata selani se zamaa, zakuka, vresna, pisna, ...  

         crowd-the  peasants    fought-sg  moaned-sg screamed-sg 
        ‘The crowd of peasants started to fight, moaned, screamed...’ 

 

2.1.1.2. - as a doubled direct object: go zdogledav jatoto divi pajki; or doubled 

indirect object na mojava ekipa teatrolozi &)

(29) Go zdogledav jatoto divi pajki kako leta ... 
 CL-DO-sg  saw-1sg  flock-the wild ducks    how  flies  
        “I saw the flock of wild ducks flying...’ 
 
(30) Na mojava ekipa mladi i idni makedonski teatrolozi & “padnaa”  
        To my-the  team     young and future Macedonian teatrologist  CL-IO fell-3sg 
bazi~nite istra`uvawa...  
basic            research-pl 
        ‘The basic research ‘fell’ to my team of young and future Macedonian teatrologists’ 
 

2.1.1.3. - as a relativised phrase (skopskata grupa naviva~i, koja): 
                                                                                                                                                                             
agreement, e.s. agreement where “the basic noun”  is the head (that is the plural noun that ....: Grupa 
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(31) Incidentot se slu~il okolu 21 ~asot, koga grupa naviva~i od Bitola,  
najprvin napadnale eden, a potoa u{te dvajca pripadnici na skopskata grupa  

Skopje  group    
naviva~i, koja broela okolu petnaesetina lica.      
fan-pl        RP-sg  count-sg 
        ‘The incident happened around 9 pm, when a group of fans from Bitola attacked one 
member first, and than two more members of the Skopje group of fans, that had around 
15 people’ 
 

2.1. 2. Noun phrases with collectivizers that are not definite. 

2.1.2.1. - as a subject in the sentence: the subject in a position after the verb (se pojavi 

edna grupa vojnici) and in a position before the verb (grupa mladi umetnici 

eksperimentira): 

(32) ... ozdola se pojavi edna grupa vojnici.  
            under   appeared-sg  one  group  solder-pl 
 ‘From down there a group of solders appeared’ 
 
(33) Grupa mladi umetnici sega eksperimentira ... 
       Group   young   artist-pl         now    experiment-3sg 
        ‘A group of young artists is experimenting now’ 
 

 

2.2. Distributivisation of the noun phrases with collectivisers and the plural 

agreement:   

 The plural agreement with these phrases is considered as typical for Macedonian17 

and it is possible because the plural nouns that present the set units are the heads of the 

phrases and the agreement with the verb is plural. That makes the collective meaning of 

the collective noun to be distributivized, so the phrase that takes plural agreement has 

distributive meaning. This agreement is possible in different word orders, with the noun 

phrase before (34), (35) and after (36), (37) the verb, but always with noun phrases that 

are not definite.  In these examples with plural agreement the collective nouns function 

syntactically as numerals (how many surgeons?  - as many as a group). 
                                                                                                                                                                             
avstraliski nau~nici ja potvrdija vesta).  
17 It was mentioned before that in the other Slavic languages the plural agreement is not possible, due to the 
clearly determined function of the collective noun as a head of the noun phrase, except in Macedonian and 
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(34) Grupa oralni hirurzi od Stomatolo{kiot fakultet pri  
        group   oral   surgeons         from   Stomatology        faculty      by 
 
Kaliforniskiot univerzitet vo Los Anxeles neodamna objavija...  
     Californian                  university    in   LA                     recently   announced-3pl 
       ‘A group of oral surgeons from the Faculty of Stomatology at UCLA recently 
announced...’ 
 
(35) ... grupa akteri se sobiraat vo eden teatar da pravat pretstava...  
            group  actor-pl     gathered       in    a theatre       to   make-3pl    play 
 ‘A group of actors gathered in a theater to make a play...’ 
 
(36) Scenarioto }e go pi{uvaat grupa pomladi lu|e.  
  Screenplay-the will CL-DO write-3pl group  younger  people 
        ‘A group of young people is going to write the screenplay’ 
 
(37) ...  doletaa cel roj p~eli ... 
             flew-3pl   whole  swarm  bees 
 ‘A whole swarm of bees flew” 
- as a relativised phrase: 
 
(38) Nau~nicite gi prou~ile podatocite dobieni od ispitanata grupa `eni  
             from examined  group  woman-pl 
na vozrast od 56 i 71 godina, koi pred deset godini zele dopolnitelna doza na 
vitamin C.          RP-pl   took-3pl 
‘The scientists have studied the data from the examined group of women, age 56-71, that 
ten years ago took an extra dose of Vitamin-C’ 
 
(40) ... grupata ispitanici {to dr`ele mediteranska dieta ~etiri godini...    
group-the   examinee-pl    RP      hold=3pl      
‘the group of examinees that was/were on Mediterranean diet four years’ 
 

 An interesting example is (31) where the plurality is introduced as distributive 

(napadnale), and it refers to fans as a group, and later, the plurality is presented as 

collective (koja broela) and refers to the Skopje group. It is obvious that the marked 

definiteness of the collective noun influences the singular agreement and the 

interpretation of the set as collective. 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
even in Bulgarian. Example for Bulgarian: Група студенти вляазоха в двора на Универзитета 
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2.2.1. The revlativised phrase in plural shows that only one part of the complex noun 

phrase with a collective noun has been relativised. It is interesting that with relativisation 

the collective plurality can be easily distributivised. The relative pronouns can be marked 

by the category of number (koi) or not marked ({to). 

 

(39) Nau~nicite gi prou~ile podatocite dobieni od ispitanata grupa `eni  

             from examined  group  woman-pl 
na vozrast od 56 i 71 godina, koi pred deset godini zele dopolnitelna doza na 
vitamin C.          RP-pl   took-3pl 
‘The scientists have studied the data from the examined group of women, age 56-71, that 
ten years ago took an extra dose of Vitamin-C’ 
 
(40) ... grupata ispitanici {to dr`ele mediteranska dieta ~etiri godini...    
group-the   examinee-pl    RP      hold=3pl      
‘the group of examinees that was/were on Mediterranean diet four years’ 
 

 2.3. As a conclusion:  

The options for singular or plural agreement in Macedonian are indeed 

grammatical. The singular agreement is obligatory when the collective noun is positively 

marked by definiteness without the word order being important. This demonstrates the 

collective meaning of the whole phrase, and shows that the wholeness of the elements 

(units) is always definite, causing the collective noun to be the head of the noun phrase. 

When the collective noun is not marked as definite, it does not have to be the head of the 

phrase, so the plural agreement is possible (the collectivizer can limit the elements in a 

specific frame [a whole], so they can be presented as distributive). 

   

The examples with two possibilities for creating the utterance -- when the 

agreement shows the collective or distributive plurality, is part of the pragmatic use of the 

collective noun. The possibility is foregrounding18 or backgrounding of collectivity.  

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
(Крумова-Цветкова и Рошко 1994: 95).  
18 Andrews 1985; Keenan 1985, Brown&Yule 1983. 
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 (41) Kurdskiot separatisti~ki lider Abdula O~alan, koj ve}e eden 
mesec se nao|a vo zatvor na ostrovot Imrali, vo Mramornoto more, }e go 
branat 16 advokati, soop{ti v~era negoviot glaven advokat. 
16 lawyers 
Po vra}aweto od Imrali, kade se sretna so svojot klient O~alan, advokatot 
im izjavil na novinarite deka uapseniot kurdski voda~ se soglasuva so 
idejata za zgolemuvawe na timot advokati {to }e go branat /brani.  
    team-the   lawyers      RH  will CL-DO  defend-pl/sg 
‘Sixteen lawyers will defend the Kurdish separatist leader, Abdullah Ochalan, who is in a 
prison for a month already on the island Imraly, in the Marble Sea. 
After returning from Imraly, where he met his client Ochalan, his lawyer announced that 
the imprisoned Kurdish leader agrees with the idea to make the team of lawyers bigger 
that are/is going to defend him.’ 
 

The topic in this last sentence is advokati (distributive plurality) because that referent 

is also a topic of the previous sentence (16 advokati). Without the previous sentence 

the topic would have been the team, not the lawyers, because the referent team is definite. 

Having the possibility to also use a singular agreement we are foregrounding  the team 

(the collectivity). We can say that the difference between the two variants is in their 

thematic meanings19, but they both have the same propositional meaning. That means ‘it 

is true that the team consisting of lawyers will defend him and at the same time that the 

lawyers who make a team will defend him’. The collectivity and distributives are in 

complementary distribution, noun phrases with collectivizer can present collective or 

distributive plurality.  
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